
EQB Comment8 on 
Navy Responses to EQB Comments on the Draft MEC Master Work Plan 

Former Vieques Naval Training Range (VTNR) 
Vieques, Puerto Rico 
Dated: April 4,2006 

1. Seetion 1.9,Pg 1-20: Please add that EQB will be notified of revisions to this work plan prior 
to their implementation 

Navy's Response: 
The last sentence in the second paragraph will read: 'NOSSA, m conjunction with 
the USEPA and PREQB, will review all proposed Work Plan revisions.' 

EQB: Response amqted. 

2. Seetion 2.43, Pg 2-12: Please add a requirement under "pre-mobilization" for the RA 
contractor to develop a site-specific work plan containimg all of the required sitwpecific 
information. 

Navy's Response: 
The following bolleted item will be added to the 'pre-mobilization' list 

Development of a site-specific work plan by the Remedial Aetion contractor containing all 
of the required site~pecific information. 

3. Seetion 2.4.6, Pg 2-14: This section refers to the MR-SIMS system that is used to collect field 
data. It is recommended that data collection reuuirements for this svstem be reviewed bv the MR 
Committee so they can examine what data is &ing to be captured. Note that the MR wCOmmittee 
was assigned by the CTC to review the data being collected and has never completed that task. 

Navy's Response: 
Noted. The MRSIMS system has been demonstrated to some project team personnel A 
future demonstration will be schednled. 

EQB: Yarissa Martinez (EQB), Jim Pastorick (EQB mnsultant) and Daniel R* @PA) 
have received a demonstration of the MR SIMS and the data collection and handling system. 
Comments on this svstam were made in EUE's Site Visit Rewrt and were sent to the Naw crs 
&closure 2 in a let& firom Yerim b4mtink to ~hr is  ~eanidated Msrch 7.2005. Those' 
comments are reproduced below for use in revising the MWP: 

1. Photo documentation of objects found k not strictly oontrolled. Indeed* EQB's 
Comment #I to the MKM work plm state9 in part: "Section 2.11.1 provirdPs only 
generalities such as, "Data collected &ring the site clearance wiU consist 
primarily ofJield obsen,otions d measurements qfthe mlmitions item f o d n  
a& "Photograptrs of nttmttiotw items will be collected as deemed necessary". It 
is recomnwndcd fhat the plan he modged to note what &a is going to be 
collected on MEC. For example, when skouid it be comkiered necessary to 



Indeed, the MKM Project Manager and QC Manager told me that they are taking 
n u m m  photagmphs of the site, MEC, targets, debris, eic, However, they said 
that this is not a requirement of tke'u contract. They keep theiu own photo log and 
the photographs are currently not a part of the Vieques GIS. 

It is rewmmended that the Navy be informed of the value of adding site 
photographs to the GIs. For exanpte, ifa local resident accuses the Navy of 
finding chemical or depleted uradium MEC it would be helpN for the Navy to 
have a photograph, linked to the GIs, of every MEC that was &posed of by 
blow-in-plaee. With this information the Navy could d-te that no 
chemical or depleted uranium MEC were disposed of. 

Adding site photographs to the Viques GIS would be an easy task (most GIs 
system have a photo log and site photos incorporated into them) and it is highly 
recommended that the Navy make this improvement to the current GIs system. It 
is recommended that the Navy be requested to add this topic to the agenda for the 
next CTC d g .  

4. The Viques GLS is a very efficient system. W s b g  this system it should be easy 
and cost effective for CH2M Hill to produce data reports to include with the bi- 
weekly reports. Another good option would be for the Navy to give the regulators 
and USFWS access b the web-based GIs. This w d d  allow persons with access 
to view the project progress and data at any^^ Itismrmgenddthatthe 
Navy be requested to include discussion of producing specific data reports on 
request or allowing the regulators and USFWS to have access to the w e b - k d  
GIs on the agenda for the next CTC meeting. 

4. Section 2.4.8, Pg 2-15: There is no mention of potentially clearing vegetation by wntrolled 
burning. Since this is a MWP it may be appropriate to say that controlled borning is being 
considered, may be implemented if regulatory issues can be resolved, and, if used, will be 
described in a site-specitic work plan. 

Navy's Response: 
At this time, due to the legal limitations, controlled burning cannot be conducted at  the 
Former VNTR If this changes this document will be revised to include that vegetation 
deamnce method as an option. Specific plans to carry out this opemtion will be developed 
and any general procedures will be ineluded in a revision of this document. 

EQB: Response accepted. 

5. Section 2.4.10, Pg 2-16: This section on "hand excavation tools" limits the depth of excavation 
to I-ft. It is recommended that this limit be removed from the work plan because in some 
circumstances it may be easy to dig to deeper depths by hand (for example, on a beach). The dept 
Limit for excavation should be specified in the site specific work plan, not this master work plan. 

Navy's Response: 



See response to EPA comment number 16. 

EQk Response accapted. 

6. Section 2.4.11, Pg 2-20: This section r e q u h  that Fort Gillem, Georgia be contacted in the 
event that RCWM is found. Please inform EQB why this unit has been selected. Other Navy 
units may be closer and able to respond faster. Is &&re a requirement to contact the S h  
Ordinance Group in this case? 

Navy's Response: 
Currently the 52.4 Ordnance Group is DoD's point of contact for all RCWM. After 
notification to the 5Zmd Ordonna Group they may elect to have a geographically closer unit 
respond. 

EQB: The plan ~nyl b correct that the 52"' Ordnance &up should be called in the event that 
RCWM is found. However, several id~cators point to the fa& that this is not the c o m t  
prQcahue includ ' i  
I. A reviewer h m  EQB called the number pmvided ia the plan (404 469-3333) at 430 PM EST 
on April 5,2006 and was forwarded to a voicemail box. It is not likely that a phone number that 
automatidly dimts the salter to voic%nmil is the cofiect phone number to be used in this 
potential emergency situation. 
2. The U.S. Army Corps of Engin- Huntsville Engineering and Support Center has posted an 
Interim Ouidanw D o c ~ t  on their weWte frmn Army Chief, Enviro~mental 
Community of Praetiee, DiRetorate of Military Propms, dated April 23,2004 titled: Interim 
Guidance - Notification Pmxduces for Dkmvery of Recovered Chemical Warfare Mareriel 
(RCWM) During USACE Pmj-. This guidance provides specific and d i r e n t  eontact and 
reporting requirements than those provided in the MWP. 

Altfiou& this isn't a USACE project, the Navy has used USACE guidance in the past where that 
guidance was adequate and was W e r  developed than available Navy guidance. Since the Army 
is the Pm$ram Manager for CWM within the DoD it may be appropriate to consider adopting the 
reporting requitmuens contained in this dffiment availabable at: 
http:/lw.hd.-.my.miVwwlin- 

7. Section 2.4.13. Pg 2-21: The first bullet on the page says that the contact information for EQB 
and other organizations can be found in Appendix A. This is not c o w  (appendix A is historical 
munitions use"). Possibly this r e f e m  should be appendix D, the "BE' notification protocol". 

Navy's Response: 
The reference will be wrreeted to indieate 'Appendh D.' 

EQB: Response accepted. 

8. Section 2.4.13, Pg 2-21: It is recommended that the disposal notitication requirement for EQB 
be added to this section. Otherwise, it is only found on Appendix D (24-48 how). 

Navy's Response: 
The following will be added as the second to last sentemce In the Notiiication Procedures 
seetion: 'The PREQB shall be notifled withm 24 to 48 houm.' 

EQB: Response Uccepted. 



9. Section 2.4.13, Pg 2-21: Range fires have been a problem. It is recommended to include 
precautions to be taken to prevent range fues caused by MEC detonations in this section on MEC 
disposal or to include a new section on this subject. It is appropriate that the MWP identify this 
problem and analyze applicable solutions. 

Navy's Response: 
A Prescribed Burn Plan for the TCRA withii the LIA, which contains sweral preventative 
measures for the spread of fire resulting from MEC detonations, is currently under review 
by EPA, DO1 and EQB. Fire preventative measures proposed include: the establishment of 
fire breaks surrounding the detonation areas, vegetation clearance of selected areas to 
suppress the spread of fire and the maintenance of a standby water supply to wet down fire 
break away from any range fires. Once the Draft Prescribed Burn Plan is finalized the fire 
prevention measures can be amended to the Master Work Plan. 

EQB: Response awepted. 

10. Section 3.1, Pg 3-1: This general introduction should say that the specific explosives that will 
be procured and the procedures to be used for bansportation and storage will be included in the 
site-specific work plan. Including this statement would be consistent with other chapters that say 
the MWF' is general guidance and specific requirements will be covered in the site-specific work 
plan (see sections 2.1 and 5.1 for examples). 

Navy's Response: 
The following will be added as the last sentence in Section 3.1 General: 'Speeific explosives 
that will be procured and the procedures to be used for storage and transportation will be 
inclnded in the associated sitespeeific work plan.' 

EQB: RespoIw accepted. 

1 I. Section 3.2, Pg 3-1: Reference the Puerto Rico explosives law (which requires users and 
transporters of explosives to have a permit from the Superintendent of Police) as required pennit. 

Navy's Response: 
The following will be added as the last sentence in Section 3.2 Licenses and Permits. 'In 
addition, users and transporters of explosives over public transportation rontes will be 
reqdred to obtain a permit from the Superiotendent of Police, as required by the 
Commonwealth of Puerto R i a  law. 



(3) receive, store or possess explosives or substances that may be used to manufacture 
explosives; 

(4) use explosives or substances that may be used to manufacture explosives; 
(5) operate an establishment where exploskes or subsmnces are W e d  that may be used to 

manuhcture explosives." 

12. Section 3.3.1, Pg 3-1: EQB and EPA have publicly recommended that minimally polluting 
exolosives be used as donor exolosives for MEC dioosal on Vieaues because of the intense 
public concern about airborne emissions. It is highly recommended that this section be modified 
to include use of exolosives identilied as minimally volluting. There has been significant research 
by DoD into this issue in the past few years and it be to use explos&s identified as 
minimally polluting. It is recommended that some research be put into examining the 
characteristics of binary explosives and other "green explosives" that maybe be suitable 
substitutes for the referenced explosives which are known to have caused environmental 
contamination at other sites. Another potential source of information is Randall J. Cramer at the 
Navy Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head, Maryland who has published information on this 
subject -!. 

Navy Response: 
The Navy will research the cast- benefit of ntilizing green explosives during 
munitions response actions. The analytical testing of soils and air completed to date 
within the LIA have not demonstrated there is no adverse impacts from the 
detonations that have ocenrred. 

BQB: FQB al$rrts thlltthtprdcal effect on ratamination of using bw-polluthg explosiwes is 
likelv to be minimal. Howeverer since W i  is an issue of great concern to Vieques residemts it is . - 
&%mmmena that thi appltxwh he taken. 

~ m ~ ~ d i s c u r s o d a t ~ l s s t W ~ b u s i s g s a ~ l l l & a p e d c ~ t o o ~ e n t h e  
~80saiesbsmbstode6emrinethettheyueinertfilt4. Addhgtttis~uretotheMWP 
will be an a d d i W  way to demonstrrQ that fbo plan inwpomtes using the minimum pmouot of 
denor exphives for MM3 dispoaFal. 

t 3. Section 3.4.3, Pg 3-3: This section says that a guard will be posted during non-working hours. 
However, there is a new guidance to the Puerto Rico explosives law ("Guidance for the 
Administration, Application and Oversight of the Puerto Rico Explosive's Law", Chapter XVIII, 
"Magazines, Guidance, Safety Precautions to be taken in the M w i '  Surroundings") that 
requires a guard at all times (24 houdday) whenever explosives are stored. It is recommended 
that this guidance be added to the list of ARARs. 

Navy's Reponse: 
The followine ARAR will he added to Table 1-1 in Section 1.2: 'Guidance for the 
~dministratiin, Application and Oversight of the Puerto Rico Explosive's Law, Puerto Rico 
explosives law Chapter XVIII.' However, it should be noted that NAVFAC is in 
cokdtation with Ik State Poliee to clam the reqnirements for guards. Eeeause during 
working hours personnel are on-site in the vicinity of the storage area and during non- 
working hours a security gonrd is stationed in the vicinity of the stored explosives, it is 
believed the intent of the law is being met. The results of these discussions will be included 
in revisions to this document. 

EQB: Responseru;cepted. 



14. Section 3.8, Pg 3-6: Please add to this section that the NAVFAC RPM will notify EQB and 
the Puerto Rim Police in the event that explosives are found to be lost or stolen. 
Navy's Response: 
The following will be added as the last sentenee in the first paragraph of Seetion 
3.8: 'The NAVFAC RPM win notify EQB and the Puerto Rim Police.' 

15. Section 9.3.1 - 9.3.9, Pg9-5: These sections are confusing and should be revised. Section 9.3 
discusses "definable features ofwork". However, the DFW discussed in 9.3.2 are difkrent than 
the DFW identified in Table 9-1. It is recommended that the text be modified to discuss the same 
DFW that are identified in Table 9-1. 

Navy's Response: 
The following sentence will be added to the end of the first paragraph of Section 93.1: 'The 
following are some examples of DFWs. A comprehensive list of DFWs along with Work 
Andit Procedures can be fomd in Table PI.' 

EQB: Tbe added sentence essentially pmmpts the reader to ignore the text in Sections 9.3.1 
rhreugh 9.39 and to rely on Table 9-1 for infomation on DFWs. Response accepted 

16. Table 9-1: Table 9-1 is a good effott at identifying all of the relevant QC inspections. 
However, it appears that the DFW contained in Table 9- 1 are not complete. For example, there 
are no DFW associated with geophysics, subsurface clearance or UXO disposal. It is 
recommended that Table 9-1 be modified to completely capture all of the DFW that are relevant 
to the full spectrum of activities that can be conducted at VNTR. 

Navy's Response: 
Table Pl will be revised to include additional definable features of work including the 
following: digital geophysical surveys, geophysical prove-outs, subsurface MEC clearance 
and MPPEIE processing. 

EQEi: Response accepted 

17. Section 9.5.4, Pg 9-18: This section references a "deficiency log". However, an example of 
this log is not provided. It is recommended that an example "deficiency log" be added to the 
forms at the end of this chapter. 

Navy's Response: 
The text of the second paragraph in Section 95.4 has been changed to read '...will be noted 
on the deficiency log Fo rm 9-11) so it can be...' 

EQB: It is  assumed tbat the d t W i  log W wiU also be added to the clowment. Resgonse 
M. 

18. Section 9.8.2, Pg 9-20: This section describes determining whether a Corrective Action 
Request is "high priority" or "low priority". However, there is no guidance on how to make this 
determination. It is recommended that this section be modified to provide guidance for 
determining the priority of the CAR. 

Navy's Response: 
Section 98.2 will be modified to reflect the prioritization of Correetive Action 



Requests. 

19. Appendix D: It is recommended that EQB be notified via telephone or voicemail message in 
addition to E-mail. 

Navy's Response: 
Due to the number of people and entities that need to be notified the preferred method of 
notifieation is by email, particularly for ongoing operations such as the TCRA. Appendix D 
has been revised by adding the following to the "Additional ReqnirementslRemarks" block 
in Table D-1 for PREQB 'For BIP operations not related to ongoing operations (e.6. 
TCRA) notify via telephone'. 


